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Chainnan Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communicatiens Commission
445 12th Street, SW
was~ington, DC 20554

In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear' Chairman Martin,

I understaRd the FCC is considering a reexamination of our nation's broadcast system in the pending
"loci;iJism" I\l.roee:.edirrg.. I am~w.ritiil;l9 ·tQ)YQu '~i1. beMlh)f the' Susan G. Komem Detroit Race'~ for the
~ur~®Jto im~a"'friI you;:af th~··s~p,p.ort w,e'have rec;:eived from Clear Channel Radio Detroit.

:r.V~~Iill~~~iOI~\~~~l:Is.~~,~.:'K:C1>.men~~or th~ :~u ...~' is ~o end breast cancer forever. ~y pro~oting early
-\d""e~l1l.t~9!i1"a,1!~\Il~,p.')j)gr,1!t se"t~lJIds fer hfe,..savlRg lo€al.,pl'egrams as well as mternatlona,1 research,
tRiS ~lfaaib g~f;0u pitilas 'h'eJp: "' 'Us Airove Gloser to our vision of a world Without breast cancer~

Every spring, Clear Channel RadJp Detroit ~.elps to promote the Komen Detroit Race for t~e Cure-
an ev.ell)'! th.at'brJngs 'ta,get~er 3,QJO'(i)O people ,who wark hard to raise funds for our cause-- in 2007,
more~t#.~n t~a millio~ doll~rs:J.~~,clil' st!=!tip.n i,n the metro Detroit Clear Channel cluster helps us reach
k~,y - < ", ,gta~hlG$,Wl.J~~r~a~'t'aWr:iee~il:lfor.RiiJlti~nencourag'ing women to take action: to follow
~~;~. 1 :~W~,lf~~s"'f~r ~~-r~Iv.:d~idH6Ia/i0 ibE;!c~liliie ~mbass.aclors for good health within their own
¢?!;tr ~JJj.?-itI~§('t9:SI)~PJ.'1~;fNin1e~\~hO are ,dealing witih camcer and with loss, and to join together in
the R'aee for the 'Cure..

One af the top-ti~r eve,lilts tin th~ SJ;lsa.O ,G. Komen Race for the Cure series 'of over 100 r~;ces,

D):itlioitt's RaG~' dlaltVsr.~,*-$(i):0Nbte;:lSt1g~!:.erilsIitWJ~!i>'f,S an~ their families, as well as many wljlo run or
walk jin::me~ory})fa:l~\~~!Qrie if:t:I!P di~t1 tf4.m.·lifii~ hor;r-ible d,isease. Twelve hund~red volUljlteers, 400
t.eams,"liJd ~C:lO j,po~~~~il~,IjI'd 'sliJpp,ortztThiswalk is full of hO!'>!9. All who participate are dding so to

, h~I.; ~l~r;~~~·SAt;.~G.~fI~~P~~~01i~atil1:wen't continue to destroy the lives of thousamds of
,>J ~~ ';'" ' r••,', :':',~,' 'i~:' \'

.~;..: {:,. (1:0 .~ 1f·..... ", ,r....", '. ~... ,

.. iii " ' .. '71~~~A·l~:~key,~p.ClIilf~~r,iinr~our: fight against breast cancer. I hope you
~~tl> e-~: .Jatii,~,Iit:s, :~i5·~t·,wm,q!lbw, and elilcourage Clear Channel - and <)ther

ter.s--':' (0: Gomtlnwe· 0 s~Afe the pul)lrc iRterest. .

Sincerely,
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(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publio 8ceessrequirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The~'first Amendment forbids imposition of message deli~ery
mandate$ on any religion. '

f-; .... :-. '1\ ~ ,'~ --"' -"
~ '\-' i '.I ~ ... l • ~ ~ I ...... ~"" ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or.procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nl.lmber of
proposals discuss~d in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. i

I
, I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face'increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather'than 'allowing incompsfibiei \1iewpoints to shape their programming. The First.
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(~~fep~.II1llRe~e.l-tP. Lqc.a'i.sml~otice of Rtoposed Rulemaking
,MB' ocket No:04..233 '

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlema~iJ~ie3 12008
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

i

i
I

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees """ould be
automatically.barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review.of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religioUs broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond te their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prop.asals to farce reporting on such things as who produced wt.Iat programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editodal choices.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market seeular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to filrther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff p~esence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. j

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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~o,lnJl1,~J1ts II} ,Re$poQse to Localism Notice of. Proposed Rulemaking ~'b-\~ : r~ I

MB Docket No. 04·233 ~0(ji~'?J , ~'\~~ I.
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofp~edR~~~9 (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~~ i

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First AmendrfJ~9rights. A ~umber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be'adopted. I

j

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
p~ople who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional m~ndates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vallJes could face increased harlilssment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather 'than ailowing incompatible vIewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

j

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. "

(3) The FCC must not fC?rce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. :The choice
of programming, esp,ecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to for'ce reporting..on_such things as who produced what programs would intrude on j

constitutionally-protected editorial choices. II
I

(4), The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aUtomatically barred.fr.om routine reneWal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal .
review of certain classes ofapplicants by the Com'missioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadc,,!st~t~.. Those v{I1o stay"true t6 their con~gi~H{c~s an!;l..Rr~sent.o,!lythe messages they
corr~~pond to their'beliefs could face '16h9, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

• j

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commissjo~ proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs .in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff,presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutba~ks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

. ,' ,

Date
:(I/Io 'A,), t-Ve>"lJJ-Aw)J DR,
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Address r ," .£q9qAJ~' ~.: eilZRioT'P

Name. "

~~ge the FpC not ~~ a,dept ru.!@s, P.~9c~du~es or policies discussed above.
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C()mtneritsiil1.~Resp·onse to Loc'alistn,Notipe of Proposed Rulemaking ~e'\J ~.~ '\ lo-
MB Docket No. 04·233 ,~~" :. ~oo~

I submit the following comments in respOnse to the Localism Notice of proposege~~~g(the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiple viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including,the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
c:onscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
PJopos~ls to f~rce.rep0rting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
, ~ ", .' I.' ,
~ ~ \;. '

(4) , The'FCC 'rtiustnbt"establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred f,mn rQutine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rev.iew of certain olflssel? of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
'1jg[i!gio~~ibrl0,'a~casters. Those wmo staY true to their consciences and present only the messages they
coltespon'a'lo"fneif Beliefs 'could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

.' t

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight'budgets, as'do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks'- and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.. ..
we wrge the FCC not'to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

"

"
Sigl7lature

.Harriet P. Smith
'.
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PO Box 292
Gwynn VA 23066
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I submit the following comments inifsspohsS' td·the Localism Notice of Proposed'
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, polioies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peeple wlf\e (!:!<:flilot share th-eir val~es. TAe-NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose sJ;{ch i!ltleenstitutioAal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't"share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own censcienGeS, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The FirstAmendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC,
from dictating wAat viewpoints a broadc::aster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objeets to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FC~ must not force revelation:of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of proglammiAgi"espec::ially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agency - and Iilroposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitution,ally-protected editorial choices.

(4') -The- FCC.must-not~estabJish-a two-tiered renewal systeJJ1 ,in which certain licensees would be
.~l,:Jtamati~IIYi'Ir~rred -fi;.om ~utine r,ene~l, applicatien p~ssing., -T-he-proposed-mandatory 
s~ecial retlewa!'revieW'.Of C$rtain elass~s-of applicants by tIiIe Commissioners themselves would
-amq'untto'coerCion offeligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only-the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. ' -

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping, the ,electricity flawing-is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further sque~:zre niche-and smaller market broadcasters, bysubstaAtially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by req!Jiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studi9 location c,hojce,l?; Raising ee:,sts~ these proposals would force service cutbacks !- and

d .sef\lice::is1\ecf~rra ,.f'tolt1ilel'p.Pbli(~J1;Jte~est. I

~rl :,~}!tl"]~J'(J t~~ <,r.: .'~ ~'r;:::: . .~,,_ .,' . , .' - i
" ~g~~tliI:elli~e,~Iil~~9\;a'- ......iiul~§;-!prCi)~edl!!res' or<ipelieies'dil:mtlsseqamove: - IW
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FCC ,Mal' Room
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March 16, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12~ Street, sw
Washington, DC 20554 ,

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

RE: MB Docket No. 04-233

I feel you are violating my First Amendment by ,your
proposals. I choose Christian Radio and don't
enjoy secular broadcasting.

You would be coercing Christian broadcasters as'
well as forcing service cutbacks and curtailing,
service' whose programming listeners as myself so
desperately need.

Sincerely,



. Comme,,~'in~Ri$PQrd:to 'Loeatiatfi,NoticaofPraposed Rulemaking
MB DocketNo.0+233

. "&.\{\SQected
ReceNeu ..'

. " "I'\t\~
:\t\~~ ''J '-" .

, JSUbJ1lit the following comments in response to the Localism-Notice ofProposep.~Jljlgm
"NPRM"). released Jan. ~4. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. . r

-Any new FCC rules. policies orprocedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. A numberof
proposals-diScussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adop~i :

(1) The FCC must'not force radio stations, especially religious broadca~rs, to lakeadvice from
. people who do not share·theirvalues. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates.. Religious broadcastersWho f9$ist advice from those who don'tshare.their
values .cOuld face increased'harasSment, C9mplaints and eve'n loss of license ,for choosing to fOllow their own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape theirprogramming. The rust
Amendment prohibits government, including.the FCC, from cflClating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

'.particularly a religious 'broadcaster, mustpresent

(2). The FCC must not tum eveJy radiostation intoa pUbli~forumwhere anyone and eyeryone has
righ~ to air time~ Proposed publiC'acceSs requirements woul~ do so - even ifa religious broadcaster

. conscieJi:tiously objects 10 the mes$age. ~e First Amendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3)' The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial deci~ion-making information. The choice
of programm!ng, espee;ally. religious'programming, is not properly dictated by anygovemment ~gency - and

.' proposals to fOrce reporijng on such things as who produced whatprograms ~ould' intrude on ,
eonstitutionally-piotectetfeditorial choices. '

I
(4) , The FCC.must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autqmat;i.c;~lIlybarredfrom routin$ renewal·application processing. The proposed mandatory special, reneWal
,~'l.·Qf,.'~iO c,~ ofapplicantsby the CommissiOners thcmtselves would amountfo coefCion of
iieIi.9i~iJs·broadeasters.'Th~w)Jo staj true to~rconsciences and present only the messag~ they
COIJ'~po.nd to;theirbeilefscouICJ:face long, expensive and'PQtentially·ruinous renew~1 proceedings.

. '

(5) . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller marketsecular
stations~ Keeping the-elecbicity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further . ,
squ_e niche and smallermarket broadcast~rs, by sUbslanbal1y raising.costs in two ways:. (a) by requiring
staffpresence yvheilevera station~ on the air and. (b) by further resbicting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks-and curtailed service is contrary to the

, . pUblic interest '

VV$;,I,Jr'ge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures orpolic;ies discussed above.

i

2b3.Ch\A.\"'ch Rd I cIHo\bibu-'rCl ?A \102.tf
Address ""J ,

Name
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~,c'om~~~~li~':R~~~;~'~I~~~~~S~:Notice of ~roPOS8dRulemaking, ,t\~~ '3 , 7('t\~
MB QockeHIQ..::Q4-233" " .. '. -,'. '_ ,:.- ' " "/1' • -". -:-, ~', • , .: .:~, M '"ooom

- - ., .- : . <~, .,; ~, .. " ," - .. '-, ," .. 'FCC a n
.- ." '" I,slib,mitthe following comments iA fe~P~rt~~:ttf~fJl~.L~calism'Notic~,of P:roP~)~E!~('-", ' 
'.Rulemakir19' (the~NPRM"). released Jan: 24,' 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233: '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do,so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such UACOil'stitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from ~hose
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible vie~points

to shape t/;Jeir'iprogramming, The First Amendment prohibits govemment, including the F~C,

: from dictating,what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio 'station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiaus
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any·reli~ion. '

Da~5'~ 81ue f1«l~7¢J (
~C> G-n rh-I-YI. 17> (3 7b g 7
A cress '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any

. government agency -and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionallY-protected editorial choices.

(4J;.The:<ECG(rn,lJst ljI~esf.a /ish 'sf-!Wct;.tiere<::t'renewalsistem in Wttictl certSin licensees would be
~l,Itom~j!~lly~~' fJ1~(;iI# ,i:feIr.ei:ie:W~Fa'riiplitatip'it'pfOCEfssi'ritJ. The prdposed:'niaridatory
special.len~~w;al!!, . ;,e~ ~rtain clas~es ,of applicaflts by the Gommissio~ers the~selves would

,a,rog,u,~~t.(ilJ.§~~~'~9~~ef\1~19Iqus broadcasters. Th~.se w~o stay ~,e to their conscle~ces artd
PfEtS~miQr1i(Yttn':'~!i1~~s!).ages,~ey-\.col1'~'5pO:od;td'thelrbehefs·couId face' long, expensive and
potentially'liUina,us,rene.wal proceedings. '

,(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
:statio,ns. Keeping 'the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
,fucther squeeze 'niche and smaller mad<et broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiFing staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main

ts,tudi~ locatio~,p~oices. Raisinfi!.~ts~ ~ese proposals would force service cutbacks - and

I
- .1., ',';"" ' ....! e~J~'~~fG~~W.~l)'rQ~tiT..~hHwe'l:;t.
,J),'lf~:~t'" '.:,~'{.JP:' : -; ,,'~ ~." ,~l~~'·'_~',),~ "'" '
1::- ,.,~•. ~- ~ ~~~.:.:!f~~1·t!\Jli~t6~tw~dd-~l'R!U~~~,p~O€'edure-s9r polic,les discussed above.
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Comments in Respo.nse to Loc~lism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ~\~~~~
MB Docket No. 04-233 '~'Q~ .: t\f\~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of pr~%~~dR£Ae\'~~~.a8~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.04-233.~'f"~ *iJ.~y;:

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri~~A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pul:>lic access requirements would.do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The' First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information: The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ,
constitutional!¥:,protected edi~orial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and:potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche an-a smallefmarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main' studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urg'e the FCC riot to 'adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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. I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~ki~he' :~~o
~NPRMQ}, released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233. " C~

• i <:.0.
Any Iil~W FCC IiYles, policies or proCedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A Qumbet of

proposals discussed in UileNPRM, ifenacte,d, WQui~ do so - and·must. "ot 'be adopted.

(1) The FCC mL!st not force radio stati9'1S, especiall¥ r~ligiou~ broadcasters, to tak~ adtice from
people ~h~ <;fo not Share their ~~I~es •.The~fRM~s proposeq,advis?ry:Ibo~Ud pro'pO~IS -would i"lpose.such
unconstitutional mandates. Re.hglous·,broadcasters who reSISt-adVice from those wHo don't share .thelr
valuescQ.uld.face inq.rease.dharass~~ht, c6mpl3itl,~ 'and even loss of license for choosing to foll6w their own
consciences, ~lher.·U1an :aIIoWi~~ incqf:l1patible viewpoinls to sflape their programming. The Fi~t
Amendment prohibits gdvem~lil~ :inqluding!J.\he FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religiQus broadpa~t!3r, must present.

"

(2) The fCC must,not~ttJm,everyradio'station into a pubjic forum where anyoheand everyone has
lights to air time. ~prqPO~~pu6Iic·.access .f$luirements would lqd'SP - even.if a religious broad~ster
,tlcmscientious[y o1:lje'cts to 'the message. The"F.irst Amendment forbids imposition ol'message delivery
lnandates on any'religion. ' . 0,' '

,
I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision.,making infqrmation. iThe choice
of programming, e~peciaUy I'E!IiQiol:ls Roogram~ing, is not.p"?pe;rfy dic:J:flted I,)~ any govemmej1t.a$ency - and
,proposals to force -tepo.rtifl9 on s~ch ~iflgsasi~O'oproducect:what programs woald intrude on· .
constitutionally-protected eQitoiial choices.,

(4) The FCC must· not ~tablish a two-tie~ renewal system in Which certain Iicense~s 'fIould be
*utomatiq.ally~barffltJ ffom':routi.n~.[9n&.Vlal 'aPrpl~ti9n p~~il!1g; The propose(j"~(ldatory'SPEi~ial renewal,
r.e~i~w'e.f~~jn . . ~R.RIi~ijIt~1bythe.{~m,!,issio'n~rs:t~e~e!ves wOI,lId'ai;OOunt to coerCion of
rebg,!olils:;broat~ _ ~fho/~tQY,true)tP'UJe!r,c,onSCJe.m~f~@c;t .presElnt onlY tne messag~ they
~~pOB~.t(;j thEiir~beliefS'c:ourq'face I~ng, e~p.Qrf$ive and potentially JiUinQus renewal proceedinQs..

(5) .1Many: (?)~lilftjstii.1J 't;lro~~easters operat~ on tight bUdgets, as, do many smaller mar,ket sflcular
~1&tions .. Kell..Ring-{t11J~fE{GJ..Iii.ci~lflowi'1g ..is oft9n-'a,ctlallenge. Yet,lhe Commission proposes to (urther

,~~~~~,~lcJij~ 'and': . .r1h~tetf~rq~dcast y.~.u~s~ntiaJJ~ ~if\~~g:co~ ~~ .~~~Wiys: (~) by req':!iring
~~ff pr:esenp~ when a·~tJ9n IS qm-'tJ:1e , .;,(Q) byAfu!:therfre$Ji!icting"mall1<stIllGICi> location bhoices.
~ising costs:with th. propos,als ,would fo~'~ervioe cutbat:Rs - alild curtailed service is contrary to the

,;pu~licJnteres.t

We;t,urge the 'FCC' !lI.ot~tOl~~OPt,~., Rr.oCed~t'Q~'r~PQIiCieS djscus~ above.
'\.. II ' ;.

",;;'tl~.

~ ...
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Date
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take acMce from
people who do not,share their values. The NPRM's proposed~adv.isory. boan;f '~l'Qpo~ls would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcas~ers who resiSt advice from tho~J'wl:lo qon't sha~ their .
values could face increased harassmei)lt, cblliplai/JIts arid,eveR loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompaljble vie)Yi>oinls to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including tlile FC'c, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcas~er,
particularly a religious 'broadcaster, must pre§ent.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radJo slatlon into a public forum,wl:tere anyone and'everY:0ne has
rights ~o ~jr time. ~~R0Sed public aCcess ~,qll!~tpentsw~uJd doSC? ....i~ven:-~,~ reJi~lous broad~ste,r,
cpnsCientlously obJQ,pts to the message. The'Fllst Amendment forbids' ImpoSItion of message delJVery
m,andates'on'i~ny'rEi.ligion. :' " . _'

(;3) TIiIe FCC must not force revelation af specific editorial dfilcision-making ir:ifolilT1ation. the choice
~f programmjQ9,_e,!,!'pec~l!Y rpli~,~~(J~p~~l'Qm~jl~; i~notProP'erJY:dl~atEt~ :b¥ an~~,g~ve,(f1ment agency - and
Rropasals,l ',. if@RQ.ctIlJg,-on,~~eJ:l-tt'i!(I9S·I~'Iwlie'pteducedwhat programs would Intrude on
C'Pnstitutioha .' ~pretEiGted~e:~itori~i 'elioiees. ,

(4) TI:Ie FCC ml:JSt notestabliSh a·tw~tierect renewa,llsystem ,in which certain Ucensees Would be
a,utomatically'barred from ro.utine reRet/al ~pP.Jicatio~ptoe:eSSing.' Ti:ie.propgS9d mandatory specIal renewal
~v.iew ofc.erll!in c'~sse~ OfappUCSllts;by the,i~,ormjSsi~liiei's themselves wel:lld ary10unt tocoerci9n of
~ligious'bro:a~cas~ers. T:hQSe 'c¥'ho s~y true to. thQ.ir consciences and present only th~ messages;they
eprresp6nd,ta\t~ir':beliefs could'fase long, e~~nsive and potEmtially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(~) Miny, eht1isti~m.:bro~ st~rs,a ~te~9.f,1ljglilrbl:ldgetSi as do many smaller market secular
sFti~ns. Ke'9,'P.i~g>(lile ele4.tii.¢i ~in9li$', ~,illdil~!~n~. ~tjtlile ComlXlission ,proposes'to ~rther
SfIl:Jeeze n.iph~anQ~!imall~t~ma*~t'b'[efd!:aS {su: iaIlYc~jsing.msls in two,ways: (a) bYI requiring
~!a~~pres'encet"!pe~ev~~ar~~~ti~~js_;~~e;~;.,,. _~ by~~rt~er re~triclin9 ronain stu~io location ~hoices.
ia!§!O s_ts';'WJttlJtJi18§9:'R~s~ls.vl,o~!<t ~grq,e;:~~I\Xl~;cutllaqks - and oor:talled ser.v.lcsls contrary te the
OlJ6f" . ""I" ",'" ,\ i!'i' ' ' • , I

f~~;l~e1 ~~ ,~, ,', '.~'

we~Ur;ge~tlile',~~c'R~~t~~~dllPt4-~;~p$cedureslor:poliC!:ies'di$c!:ls~.above.

./
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I submit the following comments in ~sp.,o~s.e ~o ,the. Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~~ (~he~,\'\ ~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dbckat~Nd:r()4i.:23a~'·~·~ ~~ ~~ • ~oo

. I V ~~~
Any new FCC rulEts, ,po~cies or'pro~d.ure$·must not viola.te,Fi~t·Alllendmen\ rights. An\Jmbert~~

proposals discussed in theJNPRM, if ~rtacti~I' wliSuld do SO - ~R1J 'lfIl1,strnot,bQ ad~pted'. . I <:0
(1) The FCC must not force rodio stations, especially. religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peeple who do not share 'their value,s. The NPRM's proposedJ.advisory: board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Reiigious~broadcaste':rsfwhC:l res~t advice"from those who don't share their
values could face increasedha~ssmEilitt,c(mlpiii~t;"and ~ven ·Id~ oflicense for choosing to follQw their own
consciences, ratherlhan allowiAQ iAoompatible vie>vP0ints·to shape their PfQQramming. The Firs~

Amendment prohibits government, includinglhe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcas~er,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(~) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propose<:l public access I'E!quirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cpnscientiously objects to the mQssage. The,f.irst.Amendmeliltforbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandat~ on any religion. .

(~) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
0,1 programm.iQg, eSJ?Elclal,y religious PrQgramtniQ9y; is not ,properly dieta,ted by any government ag~ncy- and
p;rojlQsals to19rce reporliri'g on such things as-,who,.produced what ,programs would intrude on
coristitutionally;.protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC,must not establish. a tWC\)-tiered renewal 'system in which certain licensees Would be
a:Utomatically ~:~rred from rouline,reilewal app'I~JiPn processing. The·.propQsed,mandatory specIal renewal
~view of cerlail'.c1asses'Of apPIia;tnts by tlie ·~h;t01issio~erS~themselves would Q!'OOuntto coercion of
r$ligious broadcaSt&rs. Those ~~o staMtrua Ie'~ir consciences and preS81'i1t onlY. the messages!they
cbrrespond to their beliefs .could ,face long, eXPE!nsive and potentially ruinous renewal prpceedings.

(5) . . ManyCtnistian bro~f!~stel'.S o~rate,~n ti~ht bUdgets, as do many smaller market se;cular
sJations. KeepiA9:the;,el~tricitWfla~ingiis often a,dlallenge. Yet. We Qommissian proposes to ft!,Irther
~l:Ieeze Aiche ,and,smaller mafl(~t broadcasters, liy sub,stantll!lIy raising costs in 'two ways: (a) by! requiring
s!a(f~ ples~nce,whe~e'ler a statiq:ri'is or:i.:tfie air and, (b) by fili:ttler reslricpng ptain studio location choices.
~~~!"n ;;.§\s. With.,tll<ese~ p~posals,wa~lc,t force s,elYiee cutbac.ks - and:eurtailecl service is contrao/ to the

,BJ:lI!I/·, ,est, .
.,

We)urge·ttle F€C\i:it!llt9;;adQR~ d(IAA,iprncQdures"or,poIiCies,disCl:l$sed above.
t '" ~ ..{ • :

~ ",,.loilS
Date •
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Isubmit the following comments in response 10 tt1E(LoCalism Notice of Proposed Rulem~ki!l~~e", .-"rr ~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Na. 04-233. , 'RJ~~"\ ~~ . dJ"

Any Rew FCC rules, PCllicies or proce~ures must not violate First Amendment rights. A~umbe~ ,~~~. .
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenact~. woul~ do so -,and must not be adopted, CP"
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~ligiou~ broadcaste~. to take ad~ice fro~
people who c,fo not share their V~lues. The. NPRM's proposed adVisory. board proposal$ 'Would irt1pose s,uch
uncpnslitulional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those wl\o don't share 'their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for cnl;>Osing to fOIlPW their own
ponsciences",rather than allowing incompatibl~ viewpoints to shape their programmln,g. The Fi~t
AmendmentiProhibits,gO'lemment, including~the fCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadca~ler"
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present:

'":.~; ~..'~
,",1':

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and eV$ryone has
,tights to air time. Proposed"public acCe,ss r:eqllirements would do so - even-if a religiol:ls broad~ster
conscientiously objects to the message. The ,First Amendment forbids imposition of 'message d~livery

~andates OR any religion.

(3) The FCC must not fQrce revelation of specific editorial decision-making infqrmalion.The choice
efprogramming, especially religiouspl'Q9rarnming, is not'properly dictated by any government alilency - and
p~p0S8ls to force{repprting ,on SIJeh tJ:jings as~<who produced what programs would intrude on .
oonstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees ~ould be .
.automatically llarred tom routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandiiltory spe~ial renewal,
,~Yiew of ce~f1, e1~~es of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouldafT\Ount to coerc,ion of
teUgious broagcast~rs. Those who .staytrue',to their oon~iences and present only the messag~ they
correspond to Itheir ~liefs couldfai::e long, ex~nsive and potentially ruinous renewal proce'edings.

I '

(5) Matly G,tu;istian brqa.dcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market s~cular
stations. Keeping ,the electriCity"'flowing·is often a, challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
~ueeze niche and smaller ma!1<et broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
~taff, pr:es,~ence,whenever",a stati9r' is Oljl. the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio 10catio~Jhoices.
~:~$1Fststwi\fil ,th8S9;POOPo~}l~'wopld ~n::e service cutbapks - and curtailed servi~ Is contr~ry to the
:~pl!l~hc'.ll1lt~rest., :

I,

We;,t'rg~~the'P.CC nolto adopt rules, procedures orpolicies discussed above.

'l
~ J61;;lOO~

Date' 'I

LjtJO &t¥TA)tYcJd).N!J6-1J /JSporO
Address . N,e, ;J·757'I
(tJq~ 77'ga9;S--

Phone

....~ .
"~.•.c.lJ.: ~~ ~~ .L' ,-';' "
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I submit the following comment~ in response to .tliTe;l:.eealism Notice of Proposed Rulema~~the ~~
'"NPRM"-), released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket·No. 04-233. . CJ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or pro~dures must not violate ,FirstAmendment rights. A nu*~r of
proposals dis~1Jssed in the NPRMi if'enactedrwoLlld do so - and mllst not be adbpted.

(1) .The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who <to not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board:proposals would impoSe such
L/nconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist ad",ice from those who don't shar$ their
values could f~ce .increased haral$meflt, complaints and even Ib~ of license for choosing to follow their own
GOnsciences, rather than allowing ,incompatible vie~oints to shape their programming. The Firs~

Amendment prohibif,s govemmenl, including the FCC, from dictatihg what viewpoirtts a broadcas,ter,
particularly a re(jgiou~ broadcaster, must present.

(~) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where ·a.nyone and evetyone has
rights to air time. Propo~ public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad~ster

doAscienliouslyebJ~cts~(o the m~age. The First.Amendment forbids imposition of 'message delivery
rf,tandates ,on any\l'eligibn. ' , ~

.(3) TIi1e FCC must not force revelati~n of specific editoriQI decision-making information. the cboice
~f programmi~,g, ~sp~qially,.reIi9!9u$ p~gramming, is not properly dictated by an~ Q?vemment ag~ncy.-'al'ld
.p,ropqsals ta to . Qn.~uch Uungsas who produced what programs would Intrude on
dolj\s{jtl:JlienaIlY~p ~ : itoril~1 cl'loices. "

(~) Tl:le FGC must not establish a two-tiered renewaj system in which certain licensees ~OUld be
~~~u~?(Tlatieal!y ~a~f,tfmmteutin, renewal app~!catio~ p!Ocessing. The proposed mandatory spe~lal renewal

~ ;1~v.leYi ~f'ce~1O ,qa.pses Qf,appl~.cants~y the,.com~lsslon~rs themselves weuld a~ount to CGercl~n of
• :'" I'I!Is),b..read~Je~'. Those whe'stay true to_ their conscIences·and present only the messages they

~cp cia'c1HQ~tttei"'t5$liefs .coukHace long, ex~nsive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding i •

. ~;: : (5)· Many,~hJ;i • fI bro~~cast~r;so~rate on tight budgets, ,as do many smaller.market secular
'~tations. Ke~j:}ingjt~ ~U:icity.'f\bwirng~is often a Challenge. 'let;.~e Commission proposes to ft!Irther
,~aee~~.niche:iin :1I~ii.matk.et broQ~cast~r'S, by subs.tantially raising costs in 'two ways: (a) bYr requiring
~aft,'p\i!s'Et(¢.4lw , ,; r a~~statiQR is,o~~t/;Ie ajr and, -(b) by furtl:ler restribting.main.studio location choices.

,.. ~ J~J~~th tli\~'p~pos.ls-we_J!lJdl fon;:e-' service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra~ to the
~~t "

'.
. .~e)llrge~tDeF,,:,e:c.n~{tO!a~i!lPt nil~~ Pll:)dedu~s,or pcilicies di$cus,~~above.

"
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. ,~~ . ~..~~ ,~o
I submit the following comments in'response ~o the Localism Notice ofPropo~~lem~·(th~

"NPRMQ

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB ~ck~fiNb. 0'f.233/ : , ,I" U~

Any new FCC rules, policies or pro~,duresmust not violate First Amendment rights. A li16cnq~r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted,-wot:ll~ do so - and~m.l;Ist natba adopted.

(1) The FCC mu~t not force radio stati~ns, especiall¥ r~ligipu~ broadcasters, to tak~ adVice from
people who c;Io not share their v.alues. The 'NPR,M's 'proposed advispry board proposals'Woold irrypose such
unconstituiional mandates. Religioufli bJ~~~ters who re~jstadvice from ·those who,don't share their
values could face. increased ha~sment, eolP,plainlS and even lOSS, of Iicens9 for choosing to follow their own
consciences, ~ther·than allewifilg ,incompati~a viewpoints !o shape their programming. The FirSt
Amendment ptohibits government, incl!Jdir;tgJthe FCC, from dictating what viewpoiAts a broadca~ter,
particularly a fligious broadcaster, must pr~sent. I

(2) The FCC must not fum every radip s~tion into a, putllic forum where anyone and everypne has
rights to air time. Propo~ pU&lic aCQ9SS.ntq!Jirenr~nts would dcup - eV91i'1 ilf a;~li9ious broadc!aster
conscientieusly objects to the mesSag-e. Th~,F.irsf~endme'ht tor!;jids impositio'n of'message d~livery
mandates on any religion. : ' .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision-making information. 'The choice
of pfOQrammlElQ, Ql!P~~ially'religip~ ptograll;lminQ, is;r:I()tipropEfrfY. dictated by'any government ager:icy - and
proposals to f9rce;~p,b'tliig on!$,uChtftiings es who',prodUc"9d what p~rams.would intrude an I .
constitutibnallY~prOteGted editornal"choices. ' '

~e;4ro~the ~COneUe "a~~PtlitJ}9$,~rp:cEJPi~sQrBQIi~je.S~djsGl:JSsed"above.
, ~ . ' .

(4) rhe FCC must not.establ~ha ,tWo-tiered renewal system In which certain licensees would be
automatically barred fr,R.m routili1,~ re..q8Wal aPeplication;p,J'OOElS$.ing, The proposec$ ma~~fltory spe~ial renewal.
~,:,iewof certain e1Jlss~~of app.Ji98mts~~y 1M ;COn)n'lissiol1ers, theJllSeLve,s w;oUld'~~l!i~Qt to coerc,ion,of
J;9ligjous broa,q~lers. ~,T;hose ~h(;fS~y tnle.,to thejr conscieq~ alild ipresent oRJy..th~.messas~ they
coJtespond te'1lthEiir;beliefs coultl face leng,"!ex~nsive 'snd prileatiallyruinous renewal'proceeqings.

•. i .

(5) ~any CJ)l'ID.~ao brO~d~sters Q~@teon lightbUdgets, as do' many smaller'market s~cular
$ta,ijons. Ke~i"g~tli1~"el~tmci~fl,~wlrfQ'siso~~~m ,a challet'!g~ •. Yet~ th~ ~mmission,pre,~oses to further
Sq~~ez~~~,ip/i)~~an~ts'i;rl~II~~:ma~$:lt:J)rol!~~~rs, by sllb~~n~allrraisi~g:Gosts i.r.hViO ~~:(~) by r~uiring
$taff~p~enCfll~ ~(ilJ~tl?.n :1~-q~~~~~I~~nd;:-~b)~~W'~liJhef're~lr:icti!llq.\'!lallutli~l~ !Q98t'OA' fh?I~S.

:glC9s~.W1.. ! ..r'lI:OPQ~~Is''W~Bi(,@~ serv,\oocu~¢ks -Qli\d ~Cl:Jr(8!1ed 'servlce"ls~~nJra;1Y to the
.;{" .~lllte[eSt • ' '" !
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I submit the following comr:nents in res~on~e to try! LC?~lism Notice of Proposed RUlema~ing (the ()u
"NPRMII

), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. I , «.

. : .
" .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nlJmber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must-not~ adopted. I

I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially r~ligious bro,adcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRlVI's proposed advisol'¥ boa({l:proposal$;:wouJC;I impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resiSt advice from those. wbo..don'bshare their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iice~"9 for:clfJoos'ing to folldw their own
c;onsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shaRe their.progra~ming.r:h~' Firs,
Amendment prohibits govemment, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a"broadcas1ter,
particularly a religious broadcaster,'must present. I

, ,
I

(2) 'The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum wbere:anyohe a.nd~eve~one has
19hts to air time. Proposed pull!ic access requirements would do.so - even(jf a r;eIiQio4S' brOad~ster
GOAseientioJ,lsly objects tOlthe message. Th~ FirstAmendment forbids imposition ofmessage dehvery
m,anda.teSion any,religion. :, '

" .

Date

(~) The FCC must notforce revelatioR of specific editorial decision-making informatjon. The choice
qf programming, espe:cial,,~,relig!ous programming, IS notpropedy dictated b¥ any govemme'nt agrncy - and
p,roposals to fGrce;repotliQg'\Qn $l:ich things 3$ 'Who' produced what programs Would intrude on
C!oAstitl:Jtiorally-protected tditorial choices. " i

" i
(~) The FCC must n~t,¥tablish a tw.~tie.red renewal system in w~ich certajn IicfJnsees ~ol!ld be
automatically~an;edfJ:ob1crol)lr" , ne~al app'.Ii¢! 'pro~ssjng. The ptopa:sed mandatolY,spec/al renewal
re"'iew'~fl.~er:iai.t1, cl~~e.$l€it ag t~~y Ule~r,~ ",iPlfIlJ~~fthemseJYes'W9uld arno~nt' to' coerci~n of
mligiel;.lSibr:eti1~tEj,Il?~ mm~w.llo3ttattl1:l& \(:)~ :JJseier:l~ an)i pre;;~m.Mjm'iY ,the:messagesithey
,GbrrlP'ond~,toJtheir .beliefs,-cpl;Ik\~(ale ~ng. eXpElr:l§i~tfa'nd pot~r:ltially ruinous ,renewal proceedingr.

($) M~ny· ehr;jSli~@;'PfO~~~t~!S, o~ra tight bu,!gets, as do many smaller market SSl'CUlar
~la~ons. Ke~p',ing·the'.ft,eCjAci~{fla~jlil$.is on~., ~. ge. _YetJ tt:ie Commission proposes to ft!Jrther
sf1!'4eeze.,nichEfand~sm-aller::maitKc;jU,itQ~~C$t~l':S,~ , b.~.taAtially raising CQsts in ,two ways: (a) by! requiring
~taff~presence"wl1er;iever $;Stat!g~·js~Qn~the,aiJi·~'-: , 'bffurt~er f.Elstrictililg main studio lo~tion qhoices.
:,.~' ~n~ ~,sts,with, flil9$9~p'fgPO~'lS.',.W6Ufd f~~;'se leEN::l:lltiaeks ....and ccr~iled service 'is coRtrao/ to the
p. r1. I.e naJar-est: '

t!ell:Jrge.the' pt$C,j:jetlta~a(fQp.t IWlles·, pr.eGedtftEfS;d~B9Iii'i:iEi's,diSSi:lSsed above.w,:' > ',t' '<;';"7!':': ~,~, ~:t r,~,~, ': ~~~,y '~. 'r,?,:·~· .,
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MB Docket No.04-233. ~ ~\ otS'
, . ~~ 1. ~ ,«,-0

I submit the following comment~ in rel:!Rcims.e tq the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~ii1g~. . -~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket-No. 04~233. ' ~: ",,' ~qj

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate,Ei(StAmendment lights. A n~mbE!li£i'fJ
.proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacte~,woUld do-so - and'mcls~mQt be adopted. . ~

I
'~:~c~:::": ~-~-~----..,,-~.----- ---~--~-~~- -";~'~'"~ -~-~--~~--~-~~---~

~ . ~ .
, " • I 1"

I

(1) The FCC must not f~rce radio stations, ~specially r~ligious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share· their values. The Nl?RM's proposedradvisory, I;loa!'d proposals would impose. such
unconstitutional malildates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice :ftQm (hose who don't shar~ their ..
",alues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of'Jicense for choosing to folldw their own
q>nseiences, rather than allowing incompatible,vie\vpoints to ~hape their prqgramn"iing. The Firs~

Amendment prohibits government. incll1{ding the 'FCC, from dicta~ing wlilat vi~wpoints a;broadcasler,
particularly a religious broadcasJer, mustipr~sent.

(~) The FCC mustr:lot tum evl'try radiQ station into a pupJic'{C:)J'tJm where al:lyon~ and everyone has
,qgbts to.air time. p.roPQsEid~puljlic acci!s.s reqli.iirem~nts would dgl~"- even~·if a r;eligl~!l$ broadca,stQr,
colils'~e!'1tiol:Jsly objects to th'9 message.' TI:JEfFirstAmendmeliltfoiibids,impOS!tion.ofme-ssage delivery
mandates on any religion. . ~

(~) The FCC mustnot force revelatian of specific editorial·d~cls.ion-making information. The choice
d.f programming, especially religious p~gramming, is not pr;oP.erlydct~ted by any government ag~ncy - and
p,ropbsals to force reporting on such things as'who produced wh~\tProQrams.would ir:lb:ude on
cbnstitutionally-protecte.d editorial choices. .:

(4) The FCC mustlnot establish a tw.o-tiered renewaJisys(e.rp.in Which certain licensees would be
automatically. bal1lf9 tre.m'l',P.utine renewal.iilPRlication processing. The propGSed mandlatory special renewal
~y.!~w.of cerwin,class~~'~f;~ppIiGSnts·bY th-e(Qommissioners th~rns.elv.es would amount to roercion of
'*'iglGtl~:~~,~f!.-~.\ers~, ~~~who s~¥·-true.'to' the,ir C9flscien~ ~A:d p~?sent only the messaqes!they
CP~Po.r.ldftoJthe,r4QEjllefSloould~face leng, ex~ns!ve..and·.potentla\l~ IlUtnous renewal proceedings.

(~>. , M!in~J~Jill:i.stiiln ~ro.a1t~st{,rs ope~te on,tjght bUdsets, as do many smaller market secular
S;ta1i~n~;.)<! ").9Jt(Iil~i· .':eitWfleWi.nglis ~~~n ~·'t::lilall~nge. Yei, t~e Commissien proposes to wrther
~geez~l.,i1i '1'1. .'aliket 'bro~aca~t~rs: by substallti~IJY rai!?irng costs in two ways: (a) b~ requiring
sJ~ff1Pr:e~.€fncerw,~.eti~~!tt:fJ\ statipf1 is oJi.ithe air ~liId. (0) bYI~rtt:lElr re~tr.ieti~Q main;studic~flocatioA qhoices.
R~iaQ;C(;l~\s With;(I:l~Yp-Jepps~ls :w.o~ld tome service cutbacks - and eurtfJiled service is contrarY to the

.iUijl~G'iliit~testi

V1,Jei·yrgEl~;the FnGC{rtGt tb~adopt ~Ies, Pn:tc~!Jtes,or policies dJSeus.S$:l·,above.
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Comments in 'Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking tt>~~~ "II\.,

MB Docket No. 04-233 ~t.A~ ,(

I sUb~it the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~~~9.~'tt. ~oo~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. W +~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbff!t~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ad~pted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broad~sters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broaqcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompati~le viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
~ghts to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of 'message delivery
mandates on any religion.

. (3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things a~ who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routin$ renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes Qf applicants by the-Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those vJl:)o slay true to theirconsciences',and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could;face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) M~lily.Chliistian\bro~dcast~rs o~rate on tight bUdget~, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping, fhe-elect.ncity f1Q'Win~:fis qnen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to fl!Jrther
sl:J.l!lee2!~, nich~ :~rn, ,', .!1-rr1ma~'$tbrQadcasf~rs, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
$tlffi,p,~_s.egc~}WI:r rar.$J~ti~JiI'is QttUte\aO;'~nd;:fb) by:ft:u:1rer restricting main studio location dhoices.
<Ra1Siogj;f_S'§~~Jij}t~~sa~,~pos'a!&wo~d 'foree sewice cuttia¢ks -i. and cl:Jrtailed service is contrary to the
-Pl!Jwre'l'f:i'teres~ . .

w.~ urge the FGC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discus~ above.

" '
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Title ,(if any)

Date
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TO: The Secretary, Federal Communications Commission .&..03 ~ ~",.,\
12th Street NW. 1"\1\"
Washington, DC 20554 Attn: Chief, Media Bureau CC ~a\\ Rv~,n

Commentsl Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB DoctetNo. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"),"released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to s.lape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters,~by substantially raising costs in two
ways:

(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and,
(b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Phone

Date

Organization ill any) «LA
Title (if any) _
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaki~ece~~ \ ~~('~
MB Docket No. 04-233 . ~~~~. 0«\

I submit the following comments in responSe to the localism NoticeOf'P~\~O
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.~G

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed pubic access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects 10 the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially relgious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further resbicting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Title (if any)

Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies orprocedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objectS to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of l'!1essage delive[y
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as~do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking , ,ec iv 0 \n~ 1\

MB Docket No. 04-233 ' ,
" v,' .. ' '~ ' .' .... ,';', MAR 312)03

- I submit the following comments' in response to the-Lbcalism'Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
"NPRM"), released J~n. ,24, 2008, in. MB Docket No..04-233. .. ,~" FCC [

.. " - 'Any'nevI/F'CCruies',"p'oliciesor'p'rocedures must 'not violate First Amen'dmehniglits:' 'A n'IJmber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM; if enact~d, Wbu.ld,do, so ~"and must not be adopted.

. .
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice ,from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

I

(5) .. Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
'squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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7 I r - '0-.1- -~t-V(/
Phone



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition at message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutb.acks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice ofpropose~fttle,

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . uvm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed Rl.fiG6i"'~OOm
MNPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face inaeased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Rrst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularty a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain dasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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